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defendants and "all persons now or hereafter aiding or abetting them or 
confederating or conspiring with them, or either of them," restraining them 
from interfering with the business of the plaintiff or its employees. The 
defendants, who had full knowledge of the order but who were not parties to 
the suit, while acting as pickets for the union, assaulted an employee of the 
plaintiff. In proceedings for contempt, Held, that defendants were amenable 
to the injunction. Anderson v. Indianapolis Drop Forging Company (1904), 
— Ind. App. — , 72 N. E. Rep. 277. 

This case seems to fall within the general rule that, any one who, having 
notice that an injunction has been granted against a party, aids and assists 
that party in its violation, is as much amenable for contempt as though he 
were a party named in the record. Ex parte Lennon, 64 Fed. Rep. 320, 323; 
People v. Marr, 84 N. Y. Supp. 965, 88 App. Div. 422; Fowler v. Beckman, 
66 N. H. 424, 30 Atl. Rep. 11 17. The distinction, however, between proceed- 
ings for contempt where the object is to vindicate the dignity and authority 
of the court, and those instituted to protect and enforce the rights of private 
parties, must be borne in mind. One not a party to the suit cannot be held 
for a technical breach of the order, for this would be declaring against his 
individual right without a hearing. He can be punished only for interfering 
with the proper execution of the court's process. Wellesley v. Mornington, 
11 Beav. 180; Chisholm v. Caines, 121 Fed Rep. 397, 402; In re Reese, 107 
Fed. Rep. 942, 947; same case, 98 Fed. Rep. 984. The English rule is fully 
discussed in Seward v. Pater son (1897), 1 Ch. 549. The weight of authority 
seems to be further that, if one, not a party to the suit though with full 
knowledge of it, acts, not as the servant or agent of one specifically enjoined 
nor in concert with him, but under a separate claim of right, he is in no way 
liable to the order of the injunction. Fellows v. Fellows, 4 John. Ch. 25; 
Watson v. Fuller, 9 How. Pr. 425 ; Boyd v. State, 19 Neb. 128, 26 N. W. Rep. 
925; Barthe v. Larquie, 42 La. Ann. 131, 7 So. Rep. 80. But see Chisholm v. 
Caines, supra. 

Insurance, Fire — "Iron Safe" Clause — Waiver. — In an action -on a policy 
plaintiffs did not deny that they had failed to comply with the "iron-safe" 
clause as to the keeping of books and inventories, but relied on Code § 1743, 
which provides in substance that any stipulation making a policy void before 
a loss occurs shall not prevent recovery, unless such failure contributed to 
the loss. Plaintiffs also set up waiver on several grounds, one being that the 
agent who took their application for insurance knew at the time that they had 
no safe, and did not intend to get one. Held, that plaintiffs could not recover. 
Rundell & Hough v. Anchor Fire Ins. Co. (1904), — Iowa — , 101 N. W. 
Rep. 517- 

While there are holdings to the effect that the iron safe clause is a war- 
ranty and to be strictly complied with (Western Assur. Co. v. Altheimer, 58 
Ark. 575; Niagara Fire Ins. Co. v. Forehand, 169 111. 626), the great weight 
of authority is that it is a condition subsequent or a promissory warranty, 
and that a substantial compliance is sufficient. May on Ins. (4th ed.), 263, 
Note; 3 Joyce on Ins. 2063-4; Western Assur. Co. v. Redding, 68 Fed. Rep. 
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708; Brown v. Ins. Co., 89 Tex. 590; Virginia Fire Ins. Co. v. Cummings, 
— Tex. — , 78 S. W. Rep. 716; Phoenix Ins. Co. v. Schwartz, 115 Ga. 113. In 
the present case the court held that the policy was not avoided before the 
loss, even though plaintiffs did not keep their books in a safe place, but that it 
became void only upon failure to produce the books when called for. Thus 
it was held not to fall within the provision of the Code. In a recent Ten- 
nessee case, it was held that the iron safe clause was invalid as coming within 
the provisions of the Code § 3306, that no warranty, unless made with intent 
to deceive or unless the matter represented increased the loss, shall defeat 
the policy. Continental Fire Ins. Co. v. Whittaker & Dillard, — Tenn. — , 
79 S. W. Rep. 119. As to just what will amount to a waiver is a matter on 
which the decisions differ. Under facts similar to those here noted, it was 
held in Mitchell v. Miss. Home Ins., 72 Miss. 53, that the benefit of the clause 
was thereby waived. See also as to waiver Parsons v. Knoxville Fire Ins. 
Co., 132 Mo. 583; Germania Fire Ins. Co. v. Hick, 125 111. 351; Robinson v. 
Aetna Fire Ins. Co., 135 Ala. 650; Sowers v. Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 113 Iowa 551. 

Insurance, Fire — Property in Hands of Bailee — Adoption of Contract. 
— Defendant, being engaged in the manufacture, sale, and repairing of car- 
riages, etc., procured a policy of insurance covering its goods and all materials 
and supplies used in its business, "either its own or held by it in trust or on 
commission or in storage or for repairs." The insured property, including a 
carriage belonging to plaintiff which was at defendant's shop for repairs, was 
destroyed by fire. Defendant, in settling with the insurance company, did 
not claim to recover the value of the carriage, but only so much as was due 
it thereon for the repairs, although plaintiff had notified both it and the 
insurance company, immediately after the fire, of her intention to claim 
indemnity under the policy. Held, that the policy covered the whole value of 
the carriage, and that plaintiff could recover of defendant her proportional 
share of the insurance less the amount due for repairs. lohnson v. Chas. 
Abresch Co. (1904), — Wis. — , 101 N. W. Rep. 395. 

Though two of the justices dissented from the holding, it seems to be fully 
in accord with the great weight of precedent. Warehousemen, commission 
men, common carriers and bailees generally have such an insurable interest 
in the bailed goods that they may insure them for their full value, either 
with or without the knowledge of the owner, and the latter may adopt the 
contract after the occurrence of the loss, as in this case. See May on 
Insurance, Vol. I., pp. 80, 95; Home Ins. Co. v. Balto. Warehouse Co., 93 
U. S. 527; Calif. Ins. Co. v. Union Compress Co., 133 U. S. 387; Pelzer Mfg. 
Co. v. St. P. Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 41 Fed. Rep. 271 ; Johnson v. Campbell, 
120 Mass. 449 ; Fire Ins. Assn. of Eng. v. Mer. & Miners' Trans. Co., 66 Md. 
339. Defendant in the principal case, being under § 2607, Rev. St s 1898, 
plaintiff's trustee as to the insurance, and having failed to fulfill his duty to 
collect the same, was liable for the resulting damages. 

Malicious Prosecution — Probable Cause — Damages. — Defendants were 
engaged in a wholesale business, and they employed one Borchardt as a sales- 
man, with the authority to collect bills from his customers. Borchardt became 



